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RETURN RECEIPT REQUEETED

Mr. Cliff Cassy

Remedial Activities Branch

Dapartmant of the Navy = Bouthern Division
Naval Facilitles Engineering CQmmand

2155 Eagle Drive

P.O. Box 10068

Charleston, South Carclina 29411—b068

Re: Draft RI/F8 Work Plan Addendum 1 for Operable Units 1, 2 and 7;
NAS, Cecil Field

Dear Mr. Caseyt

The BEnvironmental Proteotlon Agency (EPA) has completed its review of the
RI/FS Work Plan Addendum 1 for oPe;ablé Units 1, 2 and 7, received in this
offlce on April 16, 1992. Encloesed aré our comments.

Tn accordance with the Expedited schedules provided at the Remedial Project
Manager’s meeting held March 17, 1892 in Atlanta, Round 2 field work for
these Operable Units is scheduled to begin May 13, 1992. However, due to
significant deficiencies in the prasent document, EPA recommends that the
Expedited schedule be modified as follbws in order to ensure that the Round 2
field work will bse of adequate quallty‘and completeness to perform the
Baseline Risk Asesesement and aelect an. appropriate Remedial Alternative for
tha subject sites: :

Taek Namet Duration:

Navy Preparation of Draft Final Addendum

& Rusponses to Comments : 30 daye from receipt
EPA Review g 30 days from receipt
Pinalization of Addendum i 7 days

Furthermore, gilven the quality of ﬁhe dooument submitted, EPA is concerned
that the amount of contractor reaodrceg currently allocated to this project
may be ineufficient to assure continued msuccessful adherence to the present
achedules. The above necessary schedule modificationas will make it extremely
difficult for the Navy to maintainithe document submittal dates agreed to at
the March 17, 1992 RPN Meeting, EPA reminds the Navy that some of these
dates already reflect an. extension! over the enforceable transmittal date for
the Draft RI/F8 Report of July 14, 1992 (as per the approved FY92 Site
Management Plan). EPA recommends that ‘the Navy re-evaluate ite current
allocation of contractor resources and consider what adjustments can and must
be made., EPA is committed to providing the Navy with the maximum assistance
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and support possible in order to assureé the continued success of an
aggressive clean-up program. We trust that the Navy is committed to these
sama goals, and that a mutually acceptable solutlon to the problems at hand

can ba achieved.

Should the Kavy wish to discuee any of our review comments or the
above-mentioned rasource issue in greatey depth, this can be done aelither at
tha upcoming RPM meoting Bcheduled for May 21, 1992, or earlier, if mo
desired. Pleass contact me at 404/347-3016 if you have any further guestions

or comments regarding these matters.

Sincarely yours,

Mo o

Allimson W. Drew, RPM ‘
BDepartment of Defense Remadial Unit
RCRA & Fedaral Facilities Branch

Enclosure

cc: John Dingwall, NAS Cecll Field
Brie Nuzlie, PDER
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- mmcnnxcaﬂ REVIEW AND COMMENTS
| REMEDIAL zmvnsrIGATION/FEi::B:LIT! STUDY WORK PLAN: ADDENDUM 1
OPERABLE UNITS 1, 2 AND 7
NAVAL AIR ST ATION (NAS), CECIL FIELD
JACKBONVILLE, FLORIDA

GENERAL COMMENTS:

1. All pagea of this document, incﬁuding ngdres and tables, must be numbered.

2. The intended goals of this additional field work must be more thoroughly
defined. Is the intended purpose of the investigation to collect adequate
information to complete the Baseline Risk Assesement and select an approprlate
Remadial Rction? As was dipcussed at the Remedial Project Manager‘s meeting,
the three Operable Units are currently at different astages in the RI/rs
process and have different data nesds. In order to assure that these
site~spacific goals will be met, the current status of sach Operable Unit must
be stated along with the intended purpose of any proposed additional work.

3. All currently available hydrogeblogic information must be presented on an

Operable Unit~ or site-specific bamis., BSpacifically, all praviously existing
information, as waell as the results of the Round 1 field investlgations, must
ba used to provide the follewing information, at a minimum, for each site:

(i) clarification as to the saturated thicﬁness of the surficlal aquifer;
the depth to the water table} the depth, thicknees and composition of
the confining layer; the depth and thidkness of the secondary aquifer;
tha vertical flow dirsctien bstwaan ths aquifers; and the vertical and
horizontal gradients betwsen and within each aquifer. Cross sections
based on lnformation gathered during ROund 1 may provide a usafyul means
for depicting this Lnformation

(14) a compilation of all known aQui!er properties (e.g. hydraullc
conductivities, transmiesivities) either in tabular form or plotted on

some figure

(1ii) potentiometric surface maps tor each hydrogeoloqic unit as well as water
level data in tabular form

This information is needed for useéin evaluaﬁing current site conditions and
interpreting the results of chemichl analysad cbtained thus far.

4. In general, during all future inveatigationa, split spoon samples must be
collectad from tha dsapesst well inatulled at each "clustexr™ location (this
includes the "shallow" well, if it ig the only well installed at a given
location). All split spoon aamplea must be screaned in the field using an OVA
or similar FID device. At a minimum, 20% of the samples eo collected must be
submitted to a CLP lab for TCL/TAL?analyaLs. Thig approach will provide much
useful additional information whilé keeping the amsoclated coats (both time
and monetary) to a minimum by making optimal use of already-committed
resources.
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5. In order for EPA to effectivaly avaluate the data collected, a table
summarizing the sampling data obtained during Round 1 must be provided for
sach site. This table must include the following information for each sample
collected: sample #, media, aquifer/depth to ba sampled (ground water
samples), depth interval (soll eanples), anaiysea to be performed, DQO Level,
identification of background samplas. This information summary will
facilitate evaluation of the adeq@acy of Round 1 field investigations and the
identification of remaining data gaps. :

6. All figures which fdentify Round 1 sampliﬁg locations, such as Figure 1,
should also identify which wells were pra-axisting and which were installed
during the Round 1 aneatigntions.

7. For the purposes of clarifying Which, and how many, samples will be
collactad during Round 2, the following information must bs consollidated inte
a single table for each site: sample #, media, aguifer/depth to be sampled
(ground water samples), depth Lnterval {soll samples); analyses to be
performed, DQRO Lsvel. : :

8. With ragards to the proposed Roﬁnd 2 aumpiing locations and paramsters, in
all cases the following information must also be provided:

(1) Maps illustrating the propbsed sampling locations,

(11) Text or table stating the rationale for selection of the proposed
sampling points (i.e, data gap to ba filled). The taxt may also
include, Lf appropriate, etrategies to be used in modify sampling
pointa in the field

9. Given tha classifications of the surficial Aquifer as IIB: potential
drinking water source and tha Sacondary Artesian Aquifer ae IIA; actual
drinking water source, the detection limite for all groundwater samples must
be set at levels that can be ccmpared to the gafe Drinking Water Act (5DWA)
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLB) or Proposed MCLs. The detection limits for
the following compounds exceed the MCLs or Proposed MCLs: antimony, vinyl
chloride, pentachlorophenol, benzo(b)fluoranthene, benzo(k)fluoranthena, and
benzo(a)pyrens. Groundwater must be sampled and analyzed by procedures that
allow meaningful comparieson to the appropriate ground-water protection
atandards. ' I '

Also, the CLP detection limits for! some contaminante for water and sediment
are above the levels of potential hcolbgical concern (Attachment a). The
requiremsnt of using methods of anplysis which would result in detection
limits within the range of levels of ecological eignificance must be
consldered in order to properly determlne the extent of contamination and
ecological impact. : :

10. The document lacks an adequﬂteédiBCuBaiod of background sampling and
comparieson of onsite data to background data. This information must be
provided. :

11. The clarity of all text in the data tables must be improved. Preferably,
the letter eize should be enlarged: and the shading omitted.
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12. The existing and potential riék to the environment from exposure to
contaminants under the "no Action" nlternative must be addressed for each
site. At a minimum, the environmental evaluation shall include the following:

(1) a statament of goals andjscope of the environmental assessment
(Li) identification of the conﬁaminanta of ecological concern
(iii) identification of all poténtiql and existing exposure pathways
(iv) identification of potentiql receptors including:
a. epecies lists, including aclentific and common names, of flora and
fauna which may be affected Sy the slteﬁcontamingnts, whether they are
located on or off the site, including the identification of any
endangered or threataned apecias?
b, critical habitats which may be affected by the site contaminants,
whether they are located on ar o(f the site
(v) estimation of the ecologicdal effects:of tha contaminants, using
literature reviews, compuﬁex databaaéa,‘fiald’studias, site-specific
toxicity tests when appropriate, etc. :
(vi) an estimation, qualitative or quantitative, of the nature and extent
of ecological risk or threat and environmental impact resulting from
the site.

13, Evidence must be provided which indicates that the United States Fish and
Wildlife Bervice, other appropriate Federal trustees, and the appropriate
state agsncy hava bassn contacted for information concerning threatened and
endangered species, and critical or sensitive habitats,

14, Ultimately, an Ecological Bateine Risk Agsessment (BRA) which addrasses
the environmental impact of the entire facility must be prepared. The
individual hazardous waste sites identified at NAS Cecil Field have the
potential to ecologically impacti ki) the imnedliate terrestrial environment;
(Li) the adjacent agquatic water uybtam through steorm water runoff, and
possibly through greundwater diacharqe; and (iii) areas downgradient and
downstream of the individual waste site. For this reason, piecemealing the
ecologlcal risk assessment by lndiyidugl sites, or grdups of sites, may result
in inadequate characterization of the potential cumulative impacts. EPA
recommendes that the following approach be utilieged in preparing the Ecological
BRA:

(L) Conduct a ggction of the Ecological BRA, in accordance with the
procedurea described in Bettion 6.2 of the present RI/FS Work Plan,
for each Operable Unit. Ecological concerns (e.g. factors such as
potential to lmpact the same térrestrial/aquatic habitats and/or
drainage basin) must be considared when making the final Operable Unit

designations.

(11} As each section of the BRA is completed, the data must be assimilated
into an Interim Ecological: BRA. Material for each Operable Unit shall
be continually added to this interim dooumsnt as it becomes
available, The end result), following ldentification and adeguate
description of all sources and their effects, will be the final
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Ecoological BRA. This appréach5w111 apsure adequate description and
evaluation of the ecological riske posad by the entire facility at the
conclusion of all investigations,

15, A figure of the facility showing the location of sach Operable Unit should
be included to give the viewer perépacﬁive as to the proximity of each site to
othar surrounding sites. This will help provide insight as to whather
contaminantg at one site may be impacting an adjacent site.

16. The well construction detalls of all existing wells must be provided in
tabular form. The following data must be included; depth of well, screen
length, screen size, casing materiél, caging diameter, land surface elevation,
and completion date. The text does not mention if all the monitoring wells
have been surveyed for horizontal and vertical position. This data must be
provided in the table as well, if available.

17. Handling and disgposal of conta@inaﬁed ground~water collected during any
agquifer tests must be disoussed in the text.
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS:

1. Page 1, Paragraph 4:
Tha walla used to perform slug teata must be ldentified and thelr locations

provided. The data which was collected during the test and the graphs of
change in hydraulic head versus chhnge in time must aleo be provided.

2. Page 2, Paragraph 51 :

a. According to Attachment At sail Boanq Logs, a total of 13 wells were
inetalled and split spoon sBampling was: performed during installation of only 2
of these (1-7DD and 2-7D). Please:maké the necessary corrections.

b. The text and Attachment A both 1ndicate that three well palrs wsre
installed. However, none of the fiqures provided showe the location of the

well pair installed at Site 1 (l.e. 1- 8 & 1-8D).

c. Were field screening (e.g. headspacé) or 1aboratory analyses performed on
any of the split spoon samples?

3. Page 4, Paragraph 21 : :
a. How was background defined for these sites? Were any of the locations from

which samples waers collected identlfied as background, or reference,
locations?

b. According to Table 2, concentraﬁions of phenol exceeding the CRDL were also
detected in groundwater sample cmv%i-en.

&. Further discussion and evaluation of all groundwater analytical results is
needed. In particular, the results of ‘metals analyses relative to pertinent
ragulatory standards must be prasanted and diecussed further. The location
and depth at which contamination above CRDLs8 nnd regulutory standards muskt
also be evaluated. : .

4. Page 4, Paragraph 3t
The text must summarize and evaluate the slgnificance ot the analytical
results obtalned for these surface watéer and sediment samples.

5., Pagas 4, Section 3.1.31 :

a. The rationale behind selection cr the wells to be resampled muet be
provided., sSpecifically, what criteria from the Round 1 ground water
analytical results were used to select only a portion of the sxisting wells
and what {nformation is expected t6 be: gainad by resampling? Aleg, the
rationale for inatalling 4 additional daap wells must be provided.

b. Regarding the Feasibility atudy taekg listed bullet items 1 and 6 are
directed at charactsrizing the extént of contamination and muet therefore be
accomplished during the Remedial Invostigution. Bullet item 4 apparently
refers to the evaluation process which compriaes the Risk Rssessment. Bullet
items 2, 3 and 5 are directed at datermininq ppecific properties of the
contaminated media and may therefore legitimately be deferred to the
Feanibility Study. Consequently, the nead to perform the latter taske ls
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dependent upon the results of itemp 1, 6 and 4. In general, the feasibility
study should include the development of remediation goals based on the resulte
of tha Bassline Risk Assessment.

6. Pages 12 and 13, Tables 3 and 4|
Where are statléns SW/SD-9 and SW/SD-lo located? Their locatlons must be
indicated in Pigure 1.. ; . .

7. Paga 14, Pigure 2t
a. This figure does nct provide 1ocations for any proposed shallow meonitoring
walls. WwWhy does thae legend indioata that such wells have been proposed?

b. An additional well should be in?tallad and sampled east of Rowell Creek to
determine Lf the creek is acting a? a hydrogeologic divide and preventing
contaminants Ffrom migrating in thib direction.

¢. Ground-water from monitoring weil CEF1~-15 should be collected and analyzed
for TCL/TAL parameters.

8. Page 15, Paragraph l:

a. The ordering of the text suggeats that the tasks proposed on this page
comprise portiocns of the Feasibility study, implying that they will not be
performed unless "the risk aasessmént indicates that remedial actions are
necessary.” The data to he obtained in the aampling events proposed in
paragraphg 3 through 6 of page B ia neseded to prepare the proposed Risk
Assessment and must be completed during Round 2. The 3ustification for
performing four pumping teete at this point L8 less clear and should be
datermined following evaluation ofitha proposed sampling results. Instead of
proposing specific locations and numbars of pumping test walls at this point,
the text should specify the criterla which will be used to determine whether
pumping tests will be needed in Ro@nd'é and, if so, the criteria for
datermining the appropriate number: and locations of tests.

b. With regards to the information|to be gained from these pumping tests, if
performed, the text states that ea@h tast will be conductad in the surficlal
agquifer. At each test location, m@ltiéle obsarvation walle panetrating the
various gzones will be monitored. The likelihood of observing any contribution
from the confining layer or the sec¢ondary artbsian aquifar while conducting
the test in the surfliclal aquifer ére very slim, especlally if the test ia
conducted for only six hours., A beéttexr approach te determining the hydraulic
properties of the aguifers and the extent of ground-water communication
between them would be to perform two aquifer tests. One test should be
conducted in the surficial aquifer and one in: the secondary artesian aquifer.
The aquifer test conducted in the @urficial aguifer should be no less than 48
hours in duration. Steady state flow in an unconfined aquifer will not occur
six hours after the initial starting time if the zone tested im pumped at the
optimum pumping rate., Pumping the aquifer 48 hours will provide data that
represents instantanscus relsaas of ground-water from the zone tested and the
effects of gravity drainage within the agquifer. Conducting a second test in
the secondary artesian aquifer can provide valuable hydrogeologic information
such as leakage rates between the aquifers and boundary effects within the
acquifera. :
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9. Page 15, Pazagraphs 3 through 6; ;
a. The rationala for collection of aach the proyosed ground water, surface

water and surface socll samples must be: providad. sPecifically, what criteria
from the Round 1 ground water analiytical results were ‘used to malact the
proposed locations and medla to be! sampled?

b. The soll samples may also be usad to project the contaminant lwpacts, both
current and future, on buxrrowlng animals.

c. only B wells screened in the eebondary artesian aquifer are illustrated in
Figure 2, while the text states that 6 such walla will ke sempled.

10. rage 16, Figure 3% '
It is propesed that the closest observation well will be installed 15 to 20

fest from the pumping well and that each additional observation well will aleo
ba spaced at this same distance. According to this figure, 3 observation
wells will be installed in the surficial aquifar and 1 in the secondary
artesian aquifer at each aguifer test location. fThe observation wells are
positioned extremely close to the ?umplnq wells as shown. An observation well
should ba no closer to the pumping well than 1.5 times the thickness of the
aguifer, i.e. the closeat well should be located 45 feet from a pumping well
penetrating an aquifer 30 feet in thickness. This distance will ensure that
laminar flow will occur in the observatlon well during the test.

11. Pages 20 and 21, Figures § and 61

Thess figures contaln more contouri lines than the data would indicate
appropriate. The value oorrespondlnq to each soil gas polint, as wall as tha
units of measurement, muet alsc be provided in these figures.

12. Page 21, Section 3.3.1.2:

a. In ordar to permit adsguate avaluation of the data collected, the
analytical results obtained for grbundwater and soil samplsa ruBt each be
plotted on separate figures. For Comparlson purposes, the figure illustrating
soil contamination should also deplct the area "originally identified as the

pit area.”

b. “"Laboratory analyses of eoll and groundwater samples detected
[contaminantse) ...in several different areas of the site." Thie statement
must bea expanded upon. Specifically, what areas (location, size) were
identified? Were similar types and concentrations of contaminants detscted in

each of thasa areams?

13. Page 21, Section 3.3.1. 3: ,
a. Greater assurance must be provided that the proposed samples will
v,..delineate the contamination Ln_soil and groundwater", both laterally and
vertically. Spacifically, tha proposed locations for all samples must be
provided on figures, The rationale for placement of sach sampla must bes
provided in eithexr text or tabulax form. The text must aleo describe the
strategies which wlll be used to reviaé the numbers and locatlions of samples
in the field as necessary.
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b. Four types of sampling and anal&sia are prprsed for Round 2:

1. fleld screening (OVA/GC) of 20 eocil samples

2. TCL/TAL analysis of 5 surfaca soll samples :

3. fleld screening (method unspecified) of 75 groundwater samples
4. TCL/TAL analysis of 3(+) groundwater aamples

only the data obtained by methods 2. and 4. will be suitable for risk
assessment purposes. The number and locationg of DQO Level IV samples
collected must be adequate to ”dellneate...cohtaminatbon" for purposes of
performing the Baseline Risk Apsmsamant.

c. Details of the propesed agquifer:test at thls site must be provided.
Information such as the location of the pumping and observation wells,
duration of tha test, pumping rate, and analytical methods that will be used
for data evaluation muat be diucussad.v :

14. Page 21, Section 3.3.2.1: :
Is the "open area near the front" teferred to here the same as the “open pit"
shown in Figure 87 If not, pleasslinchate the boundaries of this open area

in the figure.

15, Page 22, Flgure 7 :
a. The following information must be provided in this figure:

(1) The approximate boundariea of .the liQuid waste pita
(L4) The approximate diraction of ground-water flow in the surficial

aguifer
(14i) The location of monitoring wells CEF3.-.88 and CEF3-98

b, The monitoring well and boring pumbqrs on thiu figura ars nearly
illegible. Please lnoreass the sige and improve the line quality of all
sampling point ldentification numbars. : .

16. Pagas 27 through 29, Tabla 6
Thims table is incorrectly labeled “Groundwatar Analytical Summary® as it
containe eoil analytical results.

17. Page 35, Section 3.3.2.3: _
a. How many samples will be collected during the soil gas study and from what

locationa?

b. Tha goal of this investigation must be to determine, as efficiently as
pospible, whether Site 4 warrants No Further Action (NFA) or an RI/FS. Towards
this end, screesning lavel data (DQ¢ Level I and 1I) ars acceptable to show
that contamination sxists and that an RI/FS study is warranted. Howaver, due
to tha probablility of false negati?e data, this level of data is not
acceptable to show that no contamination exists, and therefore further site
characterization will be required Bstote the site can be eliminated. DQO
Level III and IV data must be used to substantiate no further action
decisions. Thae number and locations of such samplea collected must be
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adegquate to verify the absence of ¢ontamination for all potential pathways
(media). Background samples must hlso be collected,

The present addendum must propose collection of some samples for Level IV
analysis for this site. It must aleo Include a rationale for the placement of
these samples and a description ofi how the results of the soil gas study will
Lbe used to modify thase locations ;f necessary. .

18. Page 35, Section 3.3.3.21

“The soil is contaminated with a vhriaty of contaminants, ...The contamination
has not been completely delineatedi" In order to effectively evaluate the
proposed additional fileld work, the soll boring data which supports these
ctatemants must be summarized in tables and depicted {n figures. The
significance of these resuits must also be evaluated in the text in greater

detail.

19, Page 35, Bectien 3.3.3.3
a. Do the "waste dipposal site boundariea" identified on Figure 9 depict the
extent of the “"stained arsa"? 1If not, please include the latter information

in this figure.

b. The proposed locations for the 40 direct push probe samples must be

provided in some figure. The text should also provide a ratiocnale for each
proposad location and present strateglés which may be used to modify these
locations in the fileld. :

¢. Will the proposed wells be installed in clusters in order to assess the
vertical potential for contaminant migration?

d. At what depths will the proposed hydropunch scil samples be collected? At
each location, sample collection must proceed until fileld screening results
indicate that the vertical extent of contamination has been delineated, These
field results muet then be confirmed by laboratory analysis. Fleld screening
results should also be used to select the more highly contaminated soll
samples for TCL/TAL analysis. '

20. page 36, Figure S:
a. Becauega monitoring well CEF5- 78 conteained lead and chromium at levels
above NCLs, a new background well must be installed at this mite.

b. An additional monitoring well ehould bae 1natalled gouth of the stream
depicted in this figure to determine the extent of the contaminant plume.,

21. Page 37, Paragraph 1:
Please provide the locatlions and rationale for the proposed surface soil

samples,

22, Page 37, Bection 3.3.4.2:
a. Regarding the soil sampling results, Figure 10 indicates that 6 soll
borings were installed, but Table ¢ provides analytical results for only 3 of
these, None of the boring logs for Site 17 are provided in Attachment A.
However, boring logs for all remaiéing;sLtea indicate that shallow borings
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were generally installed to a depth of 4', while the analytical results in
Table 6 indicate that the borings mt Site 17 were only installed toc 2. Does
Table 6 include all of the soil anhlytical resulte? Why were all borings not
sampled and installed to a depth of 4 or to the top of the water table?

b. In order to determine whether groundwaterfcontamin&tion existe, at least
one monitoring well must he instalied within the contaminant source area.

23. Page 37, Bection 3.3.4.3t

Pleama provide the proposed locations for all hydropunch samples. The text
must also provide a rationale for each of tha prcpoaed locations, At each
location, sample collection must proceed until field screening rasults
indicate that the vertical extent bf contamination has been delineated. These
fiald results must then bas confirmed by laboratory analysis. Field screening
results should also be used to ealect the more highly contaminated soll
samples for TCL/TAL analysie. ;

24. Paga 40, Tabla 7:
Is Monitoring Well CEF-16-6 truly An appropriate background well for this

aite?

25. Paga 41, Paragraph 3t :

Given that the intended goal of 1ocat1ng the seepage pit was not accomplished
through installation of borings BOR-16:1 and BOR-16-2, additional records
review and field work (if necessary) mist be performed in order to accomplish
this task.

26. Page 41, Bacticn 3.4.31
a. If additional work must be performed to delineate groundwater

contamination, then it would seem more time and cost-effectiva to delineats
s0il contamination during the same: round of field investigation rather than
deferring it to site remediation.

b. Please provide locations and raéionale for the 25 groundwater samples
proposed for collection by diract puah probe methods.

¢. Based on the groundwater analytical results for 16-8DD, the vertical extent
of groundwater contamination has not béen determined. Since none of the
proposed wells is deeper than CEFIG-BDD the reaults of Round 2 sampling, as
currently propoeed, will not determine the full vertical extent of groundwater
contamination by this Dense Non-hquaoua Phase Ligquild (DNAPL) and must be
modified accordingly.

27. Paga 44, Paragraph li

The agquifer test design for Bita 16 must be discuseed in detail, as was
mentioned for the preceeding Oparapla Unite. ' Please provide a location for
the propaosed pumping well in Pigure 12. :

28. Attachment B:
The completas analytical results are not included in this attachment. Please
provide the TAL metals results and any other data which may hava been
mistakenly omitted. :
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Organic Contaminants in Water

Organic Compound § ﬁetection Limit | Level of
| (ng/L) : Possible
- Ecological
3 Significance
{ug/L)
Hexachloroethane % 10 | 5.8
Hexachlorcbutadiene é 10 ' 0.93
4-Chloro-3-methylphenol | 10 0.3
(para-chloro-meta-cersol)
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene % : 10 0.07
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol é 2 10 3.2
2,4-Dinitrophenol % . 50 6.2
Pentachlorqgggnol é 50 2.1
Di-n-butylphthalate ; 10 9.4
big(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate 10 < 0.3
Heptachlor ? ' 0.05 0.0038
Heptachlor epoxide |  0.05 0.0038
Dieldrin | 0.10 . 0.0019
Endrin 1 0.10 0.0023
Endosulfan II | 0.10 0.056
4,4'-DDD | 0.10 0.0064
4,4’ -DDT | 0.10 0.001
Chlordane _ 0.5 | 0.0043
Toxaphene ; 1.0 0.0002
Aroclor-1016 0.5 0.014
Aroclor-1221 0.5 0.014
Aroclor-1232 0.5 0.014
Aroclor-1242 0.5 0.014
Aroclor-1248 0.5 0.014
Aroclor-1254 : 1.0 0.014
| 1.0 oo |

Aroclor~1260 é j '
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Metal Contaminants in Wateré

U.S. E.P.A. - W.D.

vz

Metal Det? tio}x Limit Levelzci’ossible |
(vg/L) ' Rcological

— ‘ . Sig_=n:ifico.nce (ug/L)

Lead 3,.100 ¢ 1.32

Thallium 10 4

Aluminum 200 87

Beryllium 5 0.53

Cadmium 5 0.66

Silver 10 0.0'12

Mercury 0.2 0.012

Cyanide 10

| 5.2
TTwo values given. What wlll dotermine which Getection m{

be used?
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Organic Contaminants in Sediment

U.s. E.P.A. - W.D. oe3

Organic Compound Detaktién Limjt Level of Possible
’ (ug/kg) : Ecological

§ ' Significance

- (ug/kg)
2-Methylnaphthalene : 330 ' 65
Acenaphthene %l,éOO 150
Fluorene ; 330 35
Phenanthrene 330 225
Anthracene 330 835
Benzo(a)anthracene 530 230
Dieldrin 16.0 0.02
4,4'-DDE 16.0 2
4,4'~DDD 16.0 2
4,4'-DDT 16.0 1
Endrin 16,0 0.02
Chlordane _80.0 0.5
Total PCBs 80 to 160 50

Metal Contaminants in Sedimeﬁts%

lqMetal

Detecéionénimit Level of Possible

(mg/kg) Ecological
; 8ignificance
‘ (mg/kg)
Antimony 12 2
Silver 2.0 . 1 ]




